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In short, the growing emphasis on multi-method research
is one of the most exciting and promising developments in a
field that has for far too long been defined by isolated meth-
odological communities dining at separate tables, but foster-
ing this development requires significant institutional changes
to make it easier to carry out and publish multi-method work,
especially for the graduate students who are the field’s future.
Multi-method approaches are not for everyone, nor are they
suited to every research puzzle, so we should not set unreal-
istic expectations, especially for our graduate students,  about
how common multi-method research approaches can or should
be. Yet we need to make the field more hospitable for those
who do aspire to the ambitious goal of carrying out multi-
method research. Journals need to find suitable reviewers for
multi-method work, and they may at times need to accommo-
date the higher word counts and/or Web-based appendices
that such work can require. Departments need to ensure meth-
odological pluralism in hiring and promotion, and to accom-
modate the fact that some research agendas are better suited
to articles and others to books. Departments also need to
ensure that their graduate students have access to and re-
sources for cross-method training, either in-house or through
dedicated methods training programs. These programs, in turn,
need to incorporate multi-method approaches not just into
their curricula but into their cultures. Finally, organizations
devoted to the infrastructure of the field, such as NSF and
dataset providers, need to focus on getting the most out of
collaborations among scholars with diverse kinds of method-
ological and substantive expertise. Like the pain of childbirth,
the hardships endured in undertaking multi-method research
appear to recede in memory as time goes on and the benefits
become self-evident. It just doesn’t have to be so painful in
the first place.
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the overlooked link between qualitative and quantitative re-
search, to argue for a reconsideration of the requirements of
the inputs of quantitative research: What constitutes good
data? I close with a proposal that calls for collaboration be-
tween qualitative and quantitative researchers to set new stan-
dards for the collection and use of large-N datasets.
I propose that qualitative research is a natural partner of
formal models and vice versa because case studies can actu-
ally track the mechanism proposed by the formal model. Until
recently, scholars preferred to test the predictions of their for-
mal models with the usual statistical methods. However, as
Signorino (1999) showed, the usual statistical methods are very
poorly suited to test formal models because they assume ob-
servations to be strategically independent (conditional on the
explanatory variables). The strategic formal models in political
science, in sharp contrast, draw their strength from the insight
that decisions are strategically interdependent. It is clearly
inappropriate to test a theory which poses strategic interde-
pendence of observations with a method that assumes obser-
vations are independent. Signorino (1999) and Lewis and
Schultz (2003) offer a way out of this predicament by showing
how to develop fully structural estimators designed to address
the issue. This approach is also advocated in the influential
EITM (Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models) work-
shops. This approach, however, has two distinct drawbacks.
First, it assumes that the formal model represents the “Truth”
and perfectly captures the data-generating process. A slightly
different formal model would require a statistical estimator of
its own and might therefore produce significantly different re-
sults—even if run on the same data. This is an extremely heavy
load for a model to bear—as most modelers would admit. Sec-
ond, it assumes the model represents a pattern that regularly
appears. However, the strength of a formal model does not
derive from its ability to explain a great many cases, as long as
it can explain some (hopefully important) cases that other mod-
els can not explain. Formal models of war, for example, do not
necessarily claim that all wars are caused by their particular
mechanism, only that the mechanism occurred at least once
and could occur again.
In comparison to both the older and more recent statisti-
cal methods, the case study method seems a more fruitful and
more suitable method to empirically examine formal models.
First, case studies can trace the strategic interactions that form
the basis of formal models. As shown in Schultz (2001) and
Goemans (2000), case studies can trace not only which choices
were considered and actions were taken, they can also show
that some other actions were deliberately avoided in anticipa-
tion of the choices and actions of the other player(s). More-
over, case studies are not yoked to the assumption that any
unavoidably simplified formal model represents the true data-
generating process. Case studies can both recognize the in-
herent complexity of the real world and trace specific causal
mechanisms. Case studies can trace and establish causal
mechanisms in the midst of a potentially overwhelming num-
ber of otherwise confounding factors. Even if the empirical
process does not exactly match the formal model, case studies
can often still offer a judgment of the relative fit and relevance
In this brief essay I will elaborate on some of the points I
raised at last year’s APSA panel on multi-method work. As
always, I emphasize the essential complementarity of different
methods. I first briefly discuss why qualitative research and
formal models have much to offer each other and why scholars
in each methodological tradition can gain much from a better
understanding of the other tradition. I then shift to a focus on
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of the proposed mechanism.
Second, formal models do not propose “covering laws”
and do not claim universal generality. To show the relevance
and power of a model, it suffices to empirically trace the causal
mechanism in a handful of cases; even one—preferably “im-
portant”—case can do. A statistical search for a general, sta-
tistically significant, pattern of a model’s causal mechanism
might reject the mechanism, even if the mechanism holds in a
few substantively important instances. Thus, case studies can
suffice to demonstrate the usefulness of a particular model
with only a few cases. Moreover, some empirical patterns are
(extremely) rare. Some rare events, however, are extremely im-
portant and deserve both theoretical and empirical attention. If
there are only a handful of cases of a particular kind of impor-
tant event—say the decision to drop the atomic bomb, or the
disintegration of the Soviet Union—it is obviously impossible
to use statistical methods to test any theory about those deci-
sions. This does not mean, however, that such a theory is un-
important or undesirable. I find it entirely plausible that formal
models of rare events can provide important insights. The only
way to test such models is through careful qualitative research
and case studies.
If qualitative research and case studies are natural part-
ners for formal models, they are essential partners for quanti-
tative research. Graduate students and faculty make enormous
efforts to acquire the most up-to-date, most advanced toolbox
of statistical methods. Prominent journals publish relatively
narrow articles that deal with some (minor) perceived statisti-
cal problem and its potential solutions. Without question, these
articles can be useful and extremely helpful. However, this so-
phisticated technological arms race has gone on with little or
no attention to the inputs: the actual data to be analyzed. Schol-
ars take data “off-the-shelf” with little thought or consider-
ation of the purposes for which the data were originally col-
lected, the coding schemes and decisions, and the reliability
and accuracy of the data.
For example, the Correlates of War data, as well as the
International Crisis Behavior and Militarized Interstate Dis-
putes data on conflict, record the outcome of conflict, and all
three datasets in essence record the military outcome of con-
flict. However, for researchers who adopt the bargaining model
of war, the military outcome of a conflict may be (almost) irrel-
evant; instead such scholars want to know whether at the end
of the conflict the leader or state was better off than before.1
Thus, the 1973 Yom Kippur War may count as a military defeat
for the Egyptians, but the Egyptian crossing of the Suez Canal
and overall military performance came as a shock to the Israe-
lis. As a result of the war, Sadat was able to make a deal with the
Israelis that he could not have gotten before the war.
To make matters worse, most datasets come with a set of
coding rules, a bibliography, and a large matrix of numbers.
The lack of full documentation for coding decisions then can
make it difficult for other scholars to understand the data at
any significant level of detail. We are simply to trust that a
group of (often) undergraduate students correctly implemented
the coding rules, although they may have little or no under-
standing of the relevant concepts and purposes of the data.
Nevertheless, off-the-shelf data is almost always taken at face
value, as capturing and measuring the essential concepts of
interest and a complete sample. It is not only at their own but
also at their reader’s peril that quantitative scholars ignore that
each data point entry in essence constitutes a mini case study,
which requires full documentation. In essence, the construc-
tion of a data set requires qualitative skills.
While relatively few scholars attempt to construct their
own data sets from the ground up, the discipline would signifi-
cantly benefit if not only creators but also users are held to a
higher qualitative standard. For my own students I have insti-
tuted the following rule: If you rely on off-the-shelf data, take
between five and ten random observations2 from the dataset
and attempt to code the variables from the ground up. For
datasets that have only one variable per observation—for ex-
ample, data that only record the existence of an armed con-
flict—students are required to pick a time span within the do-
main of the original data and five randomly chosen countries
and code the presence or absence of an armed conflict from
the ground up. Students are required to provide full documen-
tation of their codings. This gives students a good first-hand
idea of what went into the data, as well as how appropriate and
accurate the data are for their own research. At the same time,
it requires students to do at least a minimum of historical and
qualitative research.
The discipline as a whole would probably benefit if we
were to require such a protocol from our students for all quan-
titative research. In order to harness such efforts, it might be a
good idea to collect, organize, and integrate information on
dataset codings thus generated by a community of scholars in
a systematic fashion on a wikisite. Just as wikis like Wikipedia
invite distributed users to provide input that editors can vet
and then integrate into evolving online documents, data set
wikis could incorporate input from widely dispersed experts to
improve and qualify case codings. Although Wikipedia has at
times suffered from the short-term appearance of fraudulent
information, a study in the journal Nature found it to be nearly
as accurate as the Encyclopedia Britannica (Johnson 2006). A
recent study of the accuracy of datasets on democracy in Cen-
tral America indicates the potential value of incorporating in-
put from diverse experts into case codings (Bowman, Lehoucq,
and Mahoney 2005).
Qualitative as well as quantitative researchers would be
invited to contribute to this effort. Qualitative research on some
cases often produces information on variables of interest in
quantitative data sets, and could thus provide invaluable docu-
mentation and background information on some the codings
of various datasets. Over time, and with help from students
elsewhere, the wiki would “backwards engineer” and fully docu-
ment the most important and most often used datasets. Such a
collective effort would provide a much-needed and extremely
rich qualitative backbone to quantitative datasets.
Notes
1 Full disclosure: In the absence of a better alternative, I have used
the military outcome of conflict as a proxy for the political bargaining
outcome myself.
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2 The number of observations depends on the number of variables
to be coded for each observation.
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The Trouble with Multi-Methodism
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Quick, pick the statement that best represents practice in
political science: (1) To the political scientist who comes
equipped with a hammer, everything in the world presents it-
self as a nail; (2) the political scientist employs multiple meth-
ods, tailoring the mix to illuminate from various angles the
phenomenon to be explained.
The first statement rings true; not so the second state-
ment. Political science favors the deeply specialized over the
multi-methodist. The specialized political scientist knows ev-
erything about nothing and nothing about everything. He regu-
larly hangs out with similarly specialized political scientists.
They are his kin. When he submits a paper to a journal or
applies for a grant or comes up for tenure, he can rely upon his
“friends and family” for a favorable review. Meanwhile, the
political scientist who takes a multi-method approach knows a
little about a lot or a lot about a little (depending on whom you
ask). She lives on the fringes of several specialized clusters.
She connects the clusters to each other, but is herself only
loosely connected to any given cluster. When she submits a
paper to a journal or applies for a grant or comes up for tenure,
her specialized reviewers compare her paper submission or her
grant proposal or her tenure record to the papers or proposals
or records of their specialized kin, and she inevitably comes up
short.
All else equal, the multi-methodist political scientist will
end up with fewer publications, fewer publications in leading
political science journals, fewer grants, and weaker tenure let-
ters—a weaker tenure case, that is, compared to the deeply
specialized political scientist. It is thus that the multi-method-
ists die and the deeply specialized multiply.
This is a problem, for it takes a mix of both types—the
deeply specialized and the multi-methodist—for the scientific
process to enjoy vibrancy and for scientific progress to oc-
cur. This essay spells out the trouble with multi-methodism
and explains why there is no obvious structural solution to
the problem—all we can do, really, is to educate journal edi-
tors and foundation officers and department chairs and aca-
demic deans.
Why Fachidioten?
The concept of a Fachidiot emerged in tandem with the
19th century German research university. This German expres-
sion translates literally as “idiot of his department” and more
freely as “he who knows everything about his little depart-
ment of knowledge and nothing about the whole wide world.”
The fundamental force driving Fachidiotentum in the re-
search university is the fact that the whole wide world is too
big to fit into any one little brain, and so the world must be
parceled up and distributed across lots of little brains. Thus,
one scientist specializes on this kind of rock, another, on that
kind of ant, a third, on yonder kind of legislature, and hope-
fully all of their scattered insights will add up to a coherent
picture of the world.
The function of the research university is to enable deep
specialization. The protectives structures of the university
evolved over the centuries to solve several problems: how to
nurse deeply specialized scholars, how to protect them from
each other and the outside world, and how to pool the results
of their distributed inquiries (Lohmann 2003, 2007). The uni-
versity as it currently stands does a better job protecting its
Fachidioten than it does pooling their partial insights.
Inevitable as it is, Fachidiotentum comes with two impor-
tant downsides. First, deeply specialized scientists tend to be
reductionists. They do an excellent job of analyzing the indi-
vidual components of complex phenomena in isolation from
one another, and they do a horrible job of “putting it together.”
Second, Fachidioten tend to get stuck in methodological
ruts. Precisely because they hang around with like-minded
specialists, they tend to stick to their guns (or hammers) even
when the method in question has exhausted its potential.
There exists no alternative to Fachidiotentum, but a
complementary force is available. What multi-methodists have
to offer, first, is a holistic picture of the overall functioning of
the phenomenon in question. Second, as multi-methodists hop
from one specialized cluster to another, they inseminate any
one cluster with the ideas they picked up in the other clusters,
which is what drives methodological renewal in all clusters.
My argument holds true, too, for methodological ap-
proaches in political science: formal modeling, regression analy-
sis, survey research, laboratory experiments, computer simu-
lations, close reading of texts, case studies, and historical analy-
sis—so many methods, so little time. Thus, political scientists
end up specializing in one kind of method, and hopefully all
the various methods will come together in the end—except, of
course, that they don’t. For this reason, there is an urgent
need for a mix of multi-methodism and deep specialization.
